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AND NATIONAL BUREAU OF ECONOMIC RESEARCH
A BASIC quantitative account of the balance of payments of the United
States from 1790 to 1860 should be useful to scholars of economic
history and economic growth who are interested in this country's
international relations.From earlier explorations of the problem,
particularly from the classic study of Bullock, Williams, and Tucker, I
have benefited greatly.' However, since 1919 a great deal of additional
information has been unearthed, and more recent historical balance of
payments studies have provided improved methods, so the final results
of my study differ significantly from theirs. Now one can present a
continuous series after 1820 (and five-year moving averages from 1790
through 1819) rather than the twelve- to thirty-year aggregates of the
earlier investigation. In this paper I examine the accuracy of the figures
and summarize some of their implications.2
The Accuracy of the Estimates
The estimation of the balance of payments by separate calculation of
the payments and receipts on account of merchandise trade, freight,
'CharlesJ.Bullock, John H. Williams, and Rufus S.Tucker, "The Balance of Trade of
the United States," Review of Economic Statistics, preliminary Vol. i,July1919.
2Thethree appendixes describe the methods and estimates in some detail. An extended
analysis will be contained in my forthcoming study on United States Economic Growth
from 1790 to 1860.
Note: My study has profited from a continuous interchange on methods and procedures
with Dr.. Matthew Simon, whose report on an investigation of the balance of payments of
the United States from 1860 to 1900 is included in this volume. Together we have tried to
provide a consistent and Continuous series for the entire period of 110 years.
Also I should particularly like to acknowledge the contribution of Mr. Alan Heston,
my assistant at the University of Washington. He not only helped me in the early research
but revised and improved our initial estimates for 1790 through 1819; indeed the revised
merchandise trade estimates for this period are primarily his work. He also contributed
materially to other aspects of the 1 790—18 19 part of the study and to the examination of
direct estimates of foreign indebtedness.
Mr. Richard Beyer, my assistant at the National Bureau of Economic Research, per-
formed the laborious task of making the numerous calculations required. I am indebted to
him also for his continued search for materials which would shed light upon the many
problems encountered.
The National Bureau provided a most hospitable environment. I continuously sought
and received advice from many members of the staff.It was a privilege to work under
conditions so conducive to scholarly inquiry.
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immigrants' funds, remittances, tourists, and other items, and the
assumption that the net residual indicates capital flows are the basis of
the study. As a supplement and check, direct estimates of U.S. in-
debtedness have been critically examined and compared with the
cumulative capital indebtedness aggregated by the residual method.3
The accuracy of the annual net flows depends upon (1) the reliability
of the merchandise trade figures, (2) the magnitude of certain invisible
items and the methods and data available with which to calculate them,
and (3) the "neutrality" of errors and omissions.
Since the merchandise trade figures are usually by far the most
important items, their accuracy is essential. Fortunately, nation states
have historically regarded their exports and imports as important and
have earned revenue from them. As a result such figures are usually
available continuously well back into the past. Improvements in their
estimation have frequently gone hand in hand with an ..economy's
growth. Unfortunately it has also been profitable to evade paying these
revenues, with such evasions resulting in errors difficult to rectify.
The significance of invisible items has long been recognized by
governments and individuals interested in international economic
relations.In the early nineteenth century Seybert, Gallatin, Seaman,
and others all attempted to allow for these items in their calculations,
and in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century in England Giffen,
Hobson, and others made more elaborate estimates. In spite of these
efforts and a few notable modern studies, the methods have been crude,
and the results may permit large possible errors.4 Some invisible items
do not lend themselves to more elaborate treatment, and, if important,
the estimates can be accepted less confidently. Other items offer the
promise of yielding significantly more precise results with further
investigation.
The relative neutrality of the errors and omissions requires both
confidence in the accuracy of the trade and invisible items and an inti-
mate knowledge of the period and of the country's international econo-
mic relations. Reliable contemporary direct estimates of the individual
items and particularly of the total debt (or credit) position of the
economy provide the best indication of the degree to which errors and
omissions are counterbalancing.But anyone who has calculated
historical balance of payments is aware of the way small changes in the
interest charge or in the initial debt figure become large absolute
The two methods are not strictly comparable since problems of asset valuation and
inclusiveness usually are sufficient to account for some differences. However,with allowance
for these factors, careful direct estimates are a good check upon the movement of the
annual flows.
Particularly notable are the studies by Albert Imlah, "British Balance of Payments and
Export of Capital 1816—1913," Economic Hislory Review, 1952, and A. K. Cairncross,
Home and Foreign Investment 1870—1913, Cambridge University Press, England, 1953.
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changes over time. Even when the data are very good, it would be
ridiculous to assert that the absolute figures are always accurate. Where
I give annual figures, it is because they show movements and turning
points more precisely than totals or averages, and because my basic
purpose is to provide others with estimates to combine as they choose.
1790—1820 ESTIMATES
The estimates for years before 1820 suffer from all three deficiencies
described above and from the additional disadvantage that there is only
one direct estimate of foreign indebtedness during the period. The
merchandise trade figures are reasonably accurate for export values, but
the import values are approximate, since they were not calculated at the
time and the figures developed in 1835 left a great deal to be desired.
The estimates presented here eliminate errors which have been carried
over in the export and import figures and make a number of adjustments
in import values, rendering them more accurate, but still approximate.
The major invisible item is shipping earnings, and while much
research has gone into estimating freight earnings, the lack of adequate
freight rate data and other deficiencies described in Appendix A makes
possible a significant error. However, the estimates are consistent with
contemporary accounts of freight earnings, and their movement is
reliable even if the absolute amounts are not dependable.
The errors and omissions in the early period are also possibly
significant. Scanty data make the estimation of such invisible items as
brokers' commissions merely informed guesses.
Although the early estimates are liable to significant error, the foreign
capital indebtedness figure for 1803 corresponds closely with the direct
estimate of Samuel Blodget and Cleona Lewis, and its general movement
coincides with contemporary descriptions. The increase in indebtedness
in the 1790's, the return of funds to the United States in the years
immediately preceding the second war with England and the rapid
growth of debt following the war agree with widespread contemporary
views.While the revised merchandise trade figures for 1790—1819
are presented annually, the totals are presented as five-year moving
averages since their reliability clearly does not warrant annual figures.5
1820—1860 ESTIMATES
After 1820 the merchandise trade figures were complete and more
accurate, although imports were st-ill undervalued. After the Walker
Tariff of 1846, which put all duties on an ad valorem basis, the amount
of undervaluation clearly increased, and the possible error is likewise
more significant.
Annual figures are presented in Appendix A only to show the origins of the five-year
average.
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As in the previous period, shipping earnings are the most important
invisible item.I believe the results of an intensive investigation have
substantially reduced the range of error on this item.6 But between 1850
and 1860 many of the invisible items difficult to estimate become more
important and make for a possibly larger range of error.
Extensive contemporary discussion and estimates of many of the
items after 1820 by careful observers like Ezra Seaman make for more
confidence in the figures than in the earlier estimates. And reliable
direct estimates of foreign debt in 1837 through 1839, 1843, 1853, and
1857 provide valuable bench marks against which the absolute figures
and their movement can be checked.
In sum the estimates between 1820 and 1846 check with the partial
estimates and the complete direct estimates for the period. After 1847
the possible error resulting from undervaluation of imports and the
size of certain hard-to-estimate invisible items is more serious. How-
ever, the direct estimates during the last decade corroborate the estimates
of the net balance and the cumulative debt figures, suggesting that errors
in the separate components are counterbalancing. It is to be expected
that the flow estimates would yield somewhat smaller aggregate foreign
indebtedness figures than the direct estimates since the former include
U.S. foreign investment.I know of no estimates of capital export for
1820 through 1860, but Cleona Lewis gives a figure of $75 million for
It would be reasonable to assume that at least half that sum in
capital exports existed in the 1850's.
Balance of Payments, 1 790—1819
The balance of payments estimates for this period are summarized in
Tables 1 and 2 and Charts 1 and 2.
The trade balance was passive except in 1811 and 1813, and from
1805 to 1808 and 1815 to 1819 it was large for an economy the size of
the United States at that time. An adverse trade balance of approxi-
mately $70 million in 1816 was not exceeded until the 1850's.The
volume of merchandise trade was significantly affected by recurrent
wars and the embargo, and as a result the whole period up to 1815 is to
a certain extent "abnormal."
Earnings from shipping services made possible the relatively high
level of imports. Thanks to the Napoleonic War, which both raised
6Theinvestigation of shipping earnings has led to two further studies in progress:
(1) an examination of the composition of shipping earnings and suggestions for a method
of computing them and (2) a much larger study of the costs of ocean transportation from
1753 to 1913.
Cleona Lewis, America's Stake in International Investments, The Brookings Institute,
1938. Direct estimates also seldom include direct investment in the United States, but on
balance I do not believe this item would be as large as U.S. foreign investment in the 1850's.
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Source: Appendix A.
freight rates and gave the United States a substantial share of ocean
trade, shipping services played a role similar to cotton's after 1820.
They were the most important single source of foreign exchange ex-
ceeding any single commodity export. Both their direct effect on income
and indirect effect in inducing the development of a wide variety of
complementary activities in trade, finance, insurance, and shipbuilding
give them unparalleled importance during this period. Shipping earn-
ings increased during the years of the continental system and blockades.
After 1815 earnings dropped as a result of the decline in ocean freight
rates.
Foreign capital was primarily important in financing the government
and external trade. The limited supply of savings and the primitive
state of the capital market made the foreign contribution of more
importance than the absolute figures might indicate in the early financing
of the government. Foreigners also showed an interest in the first and
second United States banks. And financing of a good part of the coun-
try's external trade (and of some internal trade as well) was undoubtedly
an important factor in implementing our trade, not only with Great
Britain (which was responsible for almost all of the mercantile credit),
but with other countries as well.
577BALANCE OF PAYMENTS
The inflow of capital was relatively modest until after the War of 1812
when the flood of imports was accompanied by a large influx of mercan-
tile credit, a great deal of which was defaulted between 1815 and 1820.
TABLE 2















1790—1794 —7.3 1.9 8.4 —4.1 —1.1 —0.1 70.0
1791—1795 —11.2 1.4 10.6 —4.2 —3.4 —0.2 73.2
1792—1796 —12.1 0.8 13.3 —4.4 —2.3 —0.3 75.9
1793—1797 —13.8 0.4 14.9 —4.6 —3.0 —0.3 79.3
1794—1798 —14.3 —0.2 15.6 —4.8 —3.7 —0.3 83.3
1795—1799 —14.2 —0.5 17.1 —5.0 —2.6 —0.2 86.2
1796—1800 —14.0 0.2 18.5 —5.2 —0.5 —0.1 86.8
1797—1801 —14.7 0.2 20.2 —5.2 0.5 84.3
1798—1802 —11.8 0.6 20.5 —5.2 4.2 82.1
1799—1803 —12.1 1.2 22.0 —4.9 6.1 —2.2 78.2
1800—1804 —13.5 1.4 22.5 —4.7 5.7 —2.2 74.8
1801—1805 —15.0 0.6 23.0 —4.5 4.1 —2.2 73.0
1802—1806 —18.2 1.2 23.5 —4.4 2.1 —2.2 73.1
1803—1807 —24.3 0.6 27.8 —4.4 —0.3 —2.2 75.7
1804—1808 —29.3 0.8 27.6 —4.5 —5.4 81.0
1805—1809 —29.2 0.8 27.7 —4.8 —5.5 86.6
1806—1810 —27.7 0.8 29.9 —5.2 —2.2 88.8
1807—1811 —20.0 —0.2 31.9 —5.3 6.4 82,4
1808—1812 —20.7 —0.8 29.8 —4.9 3.3 79.1
1809—1813 —12.5 —1.2 28.1 —4.7 9.6 69.5
1810—1814 —11.9 —2.2 23.8 —4.2 5.4 64.1
1811—1815 —14.0 —1.4 20.3 —3.8 1.0 63.0
1812—1816 —28.6 —0.6 15.3 —3.8 —17.7 76.7
1813—1817 —23.4 0.4 11.9 —4.6 —15.6 4.0 84.3
1814—1818 —31.3 0.4 12.3 —5.0 —23.7 8.0 94.0
1815—1819 —34.8 1.2 14.5 —5.6 —24.7 14.0 98.7
1816—1820 —29.2 0.8 12.6 —5.8 —21.6 20.0100.3
1817—1821 —15.3 1.1 11.1 —5.8 —8.9 16.0 93.2
1818—1822 —16.2 2.4 10.6 —5.3 —8.5 12.0 89.7
Source: Appendix A.
578CHART I
Trade Balance and Moving Average of Payments Balance, 1790—1820




Annual Aggregate Foreign Indebtedness of the United States, 1789—1821
Annual trade
1790 — 1820BALANCE OF PAYMENTS
Balanceof Payments, 1820—1860
Table 3 summarizes the items which are presented individually in
Appendix B, and Charts 3, 4, and 5 present the annual trade and pay-
ments balance, the trade, specie, and service components of the payment
balance, and the aggregate foreign indebtedness.
Merchandise exports during the 1820's showed no increase in value
because of the sharp drop in prices following the 18 18—19 depression,
but then they expanded rather steadily. In contrast import values were
subject to wider fluctuations. While the trade balance exhibits large
annual debits throughout most of the 1830's and 1850's, it is active
during a number of years in the intervening decade.
In the 1850's the net movement of specie was dominated by the large
volume of gold exports. The movement was so large that it more than
counteracted the decline in earnings from service and other current
items and partially offset the adverse trade balance.
The other current items (not including interest) are a net credit in
every year except 1859, because shipping earnings were augmented, and
after 1847, exceeded by the funds brought in by immigrants. While
these two items result in an actual increase in annual credits,
thereafter the annual debits accruing from remittances and tourist
expenditures grew more rapidly than the two sources of credit and
result in a fairly steady decline in the net earnings of these other current
account items.
U.S. shipping continued to play a prominent role in ocean trade, but
the decline in ocean freight rates militated against earnings increasing
as rapidly as the volume of cargo. Years of high rates such as 1838,
1840, 1847, and 1853—54 are reflected in substantial increases in earnings
(although in 1853—54 high rates on imports and increased foreign
carriage of U.S. imports were responsible for a large debit). The last
decade, 1850—60, was characterized by large earnings by our merchant
marine, but the growing share of foreign shipping in the ocean carriage
of our goods presages the radical decline in U.S. shipping of the
following decades.
The flow of immigration, gradually increasing in the 1830's, assumed
tidal proportions in the 1840's and 1850's. The funds that they brought
with them varied significantly from the desperately poor Irish escaping
famine to the relatively well-to-do Germans. Both the passage fares
they paid on American ships and the cash and credits they brought grew
as the first great wave of immigration reached its peak, with the credit
on immigrants' funds being most influenced by the number of the non-
Irish immigrants.
The debit resulting from the remittances of immigrants was just the
reverse. The Irish appear to have remitted the most money on a per
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TABLE 3


























1820 —4.7 10.2 —4.8 0.7 86.7
1821 0.1 2.4 7.3 —4.8 5.0 81.7
1822 —18.5 7.4 7.2 —4.5 —8.3 90.1
1823 —4.2 1.3 9.8 —5.0 2.0 88.1
1824 —3.2 —1.4 10.4 —4.8 1.0 87.1
1825 0.5 2.6 8.4 —4.8 6.8 80.3
1826 —5.2 —2.2 9.2 '—4.5 —2.6 82.9
1827 3.0 —0.1 11.7 —4.6 10.0 72.9
1828 —170 0.8 8.9 —4.0 —11.4 84.3
1829 0.3 —2.5 8.2 —4.6 1.5 82.3
1830 9.0 —6.0 9.5 —4.6 7.9 74.9
1831 —23.6 1.7 11.9 —4.1 —14.1 89.0
1832 —15.5 —0.3 13.9 —4.9 —6.8 95.7
1833 —15.5 —4.5 11.8 —5.3 —13.5 109.2
1834 —8.5 —15.8 11.6 —6.0 —18.0 128.0
1835 —24.3 —6.7 8.0 —7.0 —30.0 158.1
1836 —55.8 —9.1 11.3 —8.7 —62.2 220.3
1837 —21.6 —4.5 12.4 —8.8 —22.6 242.9
1838 6.1 —14.2 12.6 —9.7 —5.3 248.1
1839 —47.4 3.2 8.8 —13.6 —49.1 297.2
1840 23.4 —0.5 19.7 —11.9 30.8 266.4
1841 —13.6 5.0 9.0 —8.0 —7.6 12.0 262.0
1842 1.9 0.7 11.5 —7.9 6.2 12.0 243.8
1843 39.6 —20.8 10.8 —7.3 22.2 221.6
1844 1.1 0.4 9.9 —6.6 4.1 216.8
1845 —9.4 4.5 17.4 —8.7 3.8 213.0
1846 —13.0 0.1 22.2 —8.5 0.8 212.2
1847 29.4 —22.2 27.9 —8.5 26.6 —8.0 193.7
1848 —16.4 9.5 24.2 —11.6 5.7 —8.0 196.0
1849 —6.5 —1.2 27.8 —11.8 8.3 —5.5 193.2
1850 —36.1 2.9 20.2 —11.6 —24.6 —4.3 222.1
1851 —30.3 24.0 15.5 —13.3 —4.1 —3.4 229.6
1852 —48.8 37.2 13.5 —14.9 —13.0 —3.2 245.8
1853 —70.8 23.3 8.0 —16.0 —55.6 301.3
1854 —72.7 34.4 22.7 —19.6 —35.1 —7.0 343.4
1855 —49.2 52.6 6.1 —22.3 —12.9 356.3
1856 —41.6 41.5 12.5 —23.2 —10.7 366.9
1857 —68.5 56.7 10.1 —14.7 —16.4 383.3
1858 —1.9 33.4 6.9 —15.3 23.1 360.2
1859 —51.7 56.5 —7.6 —23.4 —26.2 386.5




Trade Balance and Net Payments Balance of the United States, 1820—1860
Millions of
capita basis.Moreover remittances to the United Kingdom (then
preponderantly to Ireland) bear an interesting relationship to the volume
of U.K. immigration (also preponderantly Irish). Appendix Chart B—i
shows that the volume of remittances to the United Kingdom moved in
almost every detail with the volume of U.K. immigrants of three years
earlier.Apparently remittances were almost exclusively for passage
money to bring people out of Ireland during this time of hardship
(rather than for continuous support of people in the old world), and it
took approximately three years for an Irish laborer in the United States
to save sufficient money so that he could pay the passage fares. The per
capita volume of remittances on this basis fluctuated with cyclical
activity in this country and was smaller in 1854 and 1857 than during
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CHART4
United States Trade Balance, Specie Balance, and Service and





Interest and dividend payments to foreigners represent the largest
single debit after imports, mainly for the interest charge upon state
securities in the early period, with little for U.S. Bank stock and private
securities. While the mercantile debt fluctuated with trade, it usually
represented about one-third of the total foreign debt, and the interest
was usually paid to a few Anglo-American houses that specialized in
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tourists exceeded that of alien nonimmigrants
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1860
financing the U.S. trade. The repudiation and default of state debts in
the 1840's substantially reduced this outflow, and when the United
States again imported capital in the 1850's, it was in return for railroad
securities, primarily bonds, yielding somewhat higher rates of return.
Until 1850 the net trade balance governs the movement of the annual
balance of payments figures since the other current items were relatively
stable and specie flows were small. From 1850 to 1860 the outflow of
gold significantly modified the aggregate flows as compared to the trade
balance.However, the long swings in the balance of payments and
capital flows are evident neither in the specie nor in the service and
other current items but rather in the wide swings in the trade balance.
Of the four decades, roughly two were periods of capital inflow, the
1830's and the 1850's. In another, the 1820's, there was little net move-
ment of capital.In the remaining decade, the 1840's, there was a
significant return (or repudiation) of borrowed funds.
The 1820's were characterized by a passive trade balance mainly
offset by the earnings from shipping. Consequently the total debt at the
end was somewhat smaller than at the beginning, although there was
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After 1830 there was a continuous increase in capital indebtedness
until 1839. While some of the increase was in mercantile debt with
British financing of the expanded trade (and particularly imports), the
bulk was in state securities floated for internal improvements and bank
expansion (primarily for cotton plantation expansion in the South and
internal improvements in the West). The capital inflow was heaviest in
1836 and 1839 with a pause in the volume of securities going abroad in
1838 following the panic of the previous year. The volume of capital
imports between 1830 and 1839 was sizable. Relative to the size of the
economy it was probably the most significant inflow of capital during
the nineteenth century.
Between 1839 and 1849 approximately $100 million in capital was
either repudiated or returned abroad. The outflow was immediately
reflected in a favorable trade balance. Also the heavy volume of cereal
exports in 1846—47 contributed materially to a favorable balance in
those years and presaged the growing importance of these exports.
The 1850's started like the 1830's with relatively modest capital
imports following initial domestic expansion, gradually accelerating as
expansion became a boom. This time the railroad boom in the West
attracted foreign investors, not state securities for canals or banking
facilities.But in the 1850's the Crimean War interrupted the capital
inflow so that it had subsided long before the panic of 1857, and
California's gold production and the export of this gold was sufficient
in itself to balance large import surpluses. Clearly the volume of capital
imports in the 1850's was not nearly so large, relatively, as it had been
in the 1830's.
Economic Analysis
I shall conclude by calling attention to two aspects of the estimates.
BALANCE OF PAYMENTS AND THE BUSINESS CYCLE
The short-run movements of the balance of payments and its com-
ponents exhibit an interesting relationship to expansions and contrac-
tions of the U.S. economy. Although annual (rather than quarterly)
data and the rough nature of the estimates blur business cycle turning
points, the estimates do show that both the trade and payments balances
deteriorated in expansions and improved in contractions.It is the
movement of the trade balance which is instrumental in the net pay-
ments balance (see Chart 3 above). In fact the specie balance conforms
to expectations and moves inversely with the trade balance during about
three-fourths of the years from 1820 through 1860 (see Chart 4).8
8 Astudy of the trade balance and its components by use Mintz is reported on in Trade
Balancesduring Business Cycles, NationalBureau of Economic Research, Occasional
Paper 67, 1959. Whileher investigation begins with 1879 and covers a period when the
UnitedStatestypicallyhada favorable trade balance,nevertheless the movement of the
balanceover the cycle is similar.
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LONG SWINGS IN CAPITAL FLOWS
The most striking feature of the international capital movements is
the long cycles in flows (also reflected in the trade balance). Chart 6
presents the ebb and flow of foreign capital in the UnitedStates from
1790 to 1860 both annually and with a five-year moving average. While
CHART 6
Foreign Investment in the United States, 1790—1860
(moving average centered on mid-years)
1860
the period of the Napoleonic wars shows no clear trend, thereafter there
are clear peaks of capital inflow in 1816,1836, and 1853. The five-year
moving average gives somewhat different dates of peaks and troughs
than does inspection of the annual figures or reliance upon the trade
balance alone (Chart 3).
These long swings in capital flows are closely related in timing to
those in other types of economic activity, such as incorporations,
transport, building, land sales, and immigration (see Table 4).The
surges in capital imports suggest questionswhich can only be raised
here. How does their timing compare with capital movements into
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TABLE 4
















Peak 1817 1815 1818
Trough 1825 1820—22 1825 1823 1823
Peak 1837 1837 1832 1836 1836 1834
Trough 1845 1842 1843 1843 1842 1838
Peak 1852—55 1852—54 1856 1853 1854 1854
Note: Dates of troughs and peaks are tentative.
Source
Col. 1: Chart 6. The dates used are quinquennial averages. The precise dating of the
troughs and the peaks is somewhat arbitrary and other methods would yield different
dates (note annual data in Chart 6).
Col.2:George H. Evans, Jr., Business Incorporarions in the United Stales, 1800—1943,
NBER, 1948, ch. 3.
Col. 3: Walter Isard, "A Neglected Cycle: The Transport-Building Cycle," Review Oj
Economic Statistics, November, 1942. Some of the turning points are given by Isard, others
are interpreted from charts in the article.
Co!. 4: A. H. Cole and W. B. Smith, Fluctuations in American Business, Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1935, Chart 13, p. 55.
Ccl. 5: Simon Kuznets and Ernest Rubin, Immigration and the Foreign Born, NBER,
Occasional Paper 46, 1954, Table 3. There was also a first peak in immigration between
1816 and 1818.
other countries, with domestic capital formation in the capital importing
and exporting countries, and with other types of economic activity in
the capital exporting countries ?° Answers to such questions would shed
light upon the whole pattern and rhythm of the economic development
of the Atlantic economy in the last century and a half.
APPENDIX A
The Estimation of the United States Balance of
Payments, 1790—1819
FOREIGN INDEBTEDNESS
The estimation of our indebtedness in 1789 must be, at best, an
informed guess, obtained from the meager information available.'0 In
° Brinley Thomas's interesting study Migration and Economic Growth (England, Univer-
sity Press, 1954) raises many of these questions and explores much of the then available
evidence.
10WorthySterns in "International Indebtedness of the United States in 1789" (Journal
of Political Economy, December 1897) estimated it at $80 million, but the method by which
he arrived at this figure makes it of no value.
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the late eighteenth century our debt consisted of foreign loans, foreign
holdings of domestic federal debt, and short-term merchandise debt.
Although there was undoubtedly some foreign investment in land,
and perhaps some private long-term investment and U.S. investment
abroad, there is too little information to make separate allowance for
them.
Our foreign obligations on January 1, 1790 were about $12 million."
Part of the domestic debt of approximately $65.5 million was held
abroad, but it is difficult to estimate how much. Schultz and Caine say
that nearly half of the federal "stock" was held abroad by 1800. While
Hidy finds an increase in the holdings by Englishmen characteristic of
the 1780's, Jenks maintains that at least part of this increase was
absorbed from the continent.'2 With little more to go on I have simply
assumed that $23 million of the domestic debt was held abroad in 1790,
making a total of $35 million of public debt held abroad.
The amount of short-term mercantile debt is equally hard to ascertain.
Callendar quotes English sources to the effect that U.S. citizens owed
English merchants $28 million for goods at the outbreak of the revolu-
tion. He goes on to say that the same credit relations were renewed at
the end of the war. Cleona Lewis cites a figure for our short-term debt
of $23 million in I have assumed a figure of $25 million, giving
us a total indebtedness of $60 million in 1789.
EXPORTS AND IMPORTS OF MERCHANDISE
Beginning August 1,1789, information on exports and certain
imports were collected by customhouses and tabulated by the Treasury
Department.Despite contemporary criticisms, the basic methods
employed did not change significantly until 1820. Not until 1835 were
the 1789—1820 figures officially overhauled and published in the report
of the Secretary of the Treasury on finances for 1835. His report and
the two volumes of American State Papers, Commerce and Navigation
are the basic government sources.'4 The latter presents the original
annual reports of the Treasurer on the value of exports of domestic
merchandise, the re-exports of foreign merchandise, the value of
11RaphaelA. Bayley, National Loans of the United States, 1776—1880; 1880 Census of
the United States, Vol. vii, p. 325.
12W.J. Schultz and M. R. Caine, Financial Development of the United States, Prentice
Hall, 1937, p. 33; Ralph Hidy, The House of Baring in American Trade and Finance,
Harvard University Press, 1949, p. 34; and Leland Jenks, The Migration of British Capital,
Knopf, 1927, p. 65.
GuyS. Callendar, "The Early Transportation and Banking Enterprises of the States
in Relationship to the Growth of Corporations," Quarterly Journal of Economics, November
1902, p. 137; andCleonaLewis, America's Stake in International Investment, Brookings
Institute, 1938, pp. 152 and 560.
Reportsof the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States (RSTUS), Vol. iii,1837,
pp. 627—679; and American State Papers: Commerce and Navigation (ASPCN), 1832.
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imports subject to ad valorem duties, the quantities of imports subject
to specific duties, and a description of how the data were gathered.
From these and a number of contemporary sources one can see the
shortcomings in the original data and reconstruct more accurate
series.
Exports
The information on exports presents far fewer problems than that on
imports. The way in which export figures were gathered is described in
a report of the investigation of the Committee on Commerce and
Manufactures to the Senate in 1819.15
"The master of every vessel bound to a foreign place is required to
deliver to the collector of the port from which the vessel is about to
depart a manifest of all the cargo on board of the vessel (and) to state
the value of the cargo....Asthe master is seldom the owner of the
cargo, he is in general ignorant of the price paid for it, or its real value.
The collectors, in most cases, reject the valuation of the masters,
and make their own valuations.
"This practice though a deviation from law has probably tended to
furnish valuation more correct than those of the masters of vessels, in
all cases in which the collectors have founded their valuations upon real
market prices."
The same procedure was followed for re-exported specific duty goods,
but generally the master's valuation was accepted on the small quantity
of duty-free goods re-exported. To goods subject to ad valorem duty
subsequently re-exported an amount equal to 20 per cent of their
foreign port price was added if they came from beyond the Cape of
Good Hope, 10 per cent if from ports this side of the Cape. Clearly
such a flat addition understates the c.i.f. value of these goods since
freight and other charges from beyond the Cape were far more than
20 per cent of the value.Nevertheless it was the judgment of the
Committee that if anything the total value of exports may have been
slightly exaggerated.It appears best in the light of the thorough
investigation of this committee to accept the official value of exports.
One additional complication is conflicting official figures.Many
differences are due to copying errors. The remainder appear to be
attributable to Albert Gallatin's 1812 revision of export values from
1791 through 1810.His revisions were all upward except for 1806,
which shows a decrease of $2.5 million.16 His changes were apparently
based upon careful review of the annual data, and the most likely reason
for the revision upward is that at the time of the annual reports the
Charleston customhouse district and some minor ports did not report
15 ASPCN, Vol. ii, pp. 391—392.
16 ibid., Vol. 1,pp. 926—928.
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TABLE A—i



































































Source: The accepted values are from ASPCN 1832, p. 658, for all years except 1794
(33,02.6), 1807 (108,843), and 1817 (82,672).
For these years values shown in RSTUS1837,Vols. iand ii, were used: 1794 (i, p.313);
1807(t, p. 721); and 1817 (it, p.92). In this source estimates in the following years differed
from those accepted: 1791 (17,572;I, p. 155);1792(20,518;i, p.248);1793 (25,752;
1,p.294);1797 (51,295; 1,384); 1798 (61,327; i,p.417); 1801 (93,021; i,p.489); and
1802 (71,957; j,p. 507).
exports.'7(For the various official figures and for those I accepted see
Table A—i.)
Imp orts
The development of an accurate series on imports poses far more
difficult problems, and the estimates cannot be considered as accurate
as the export series.The official series on imports dates from the
Treasurer's report of 1835, which described their formation in the
following way.'8 Before 1821 the Treasury reports did not give the
value of imports. Their values for 1795—1801 were taken from Pitkin;
for 1815, from Seybert;'9 for 1802—1804, 1807, 1817—19, and 1790—95,
17Gallatin'sfigure for 1794 is not accepted since all customhouses had reported that year.
There is an unexplained difference in 1796 between the earlier series and the 1835 series of
about $8.5 million. With nothing further to go on, the earlier series has been presumed
correct.
18RSTUS,Vol. m, p. 657.
19TimothyPitkIn, A Statistical View of the Commerce of theUnited States, NewYork,
J. Easburn and Co., 1817, and Adam Seybert, StatisticalAnnals, ThomasDobson and Son,
1818,p. 156.
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from manuscript notes in the department; and for 1805, 1806, 1808—14,
1816, and 1820, from calculation and comparison with other years.
Free goods were included in the total exports, but not in any account of
imports before 1819, so the following sums were added for the consump-
tion of free goods: .1790 and 1791, $1 million per year; 1792—96, $1.5
million; 1797—1806, $2 million; and 1807—19, $3 million.20
First, the Treasurer's estimates require revision for a curious error,
perpetuated in all subsequent series. The allowance for duty-free goods
was added to imports for consumption but not to total imports, so that
the imports for consumption plus imports for re-export exceed the
figures for total imports. The result is that the figures for whole imports
are too low for each year by the allowance for duty-free goods. Table
A—2 presents whole imports, whole exports of foreign merchandise, and
actual consumption including free goods in the first three columns as
20RSTUS,Vol. iii,p.657.
TABLE A-2






Fiscal Total TotalConsump- VALUE
Year ImportsExports tion
(1) (2) (3) (4)
1790 23,000 300 23,500 23,800
1791 29,200 500 30,000 30,500
1792 31,500 1,000 31,500 32,500
1793 31,100 1,750 30,800 32,550
1794 34,600 6,500 29,500 36,000
1795 69,756 8,300 63,000 71,300
1796 81,436 26,300 56,636 82,936
1797 75,379 27,000 50,379 77,379
1798 68,552 33,000 37,552 70,552
1799 79,069 45,523 35,546 81,069
1800 91,253 49,131 44,122 93,253
1801 111,364 46,643 66,721 113,364
1802 76,333 35,775 42,558 78,333
1803 64,667 13,594 52,073 65,667
1804 85,000 36,232 50,768 87,000
1790—1804 Estimates:Co/s. I and 2—RSTUS, Vol. in, p. 656.Ccl. 3—The same,
includes duty-free goods. Col. 4—The sum of cols. 2 and 3 revised to take account of duty-
free goods and of what appears to be a copying error for 1803 and special allowances for
1790—95 (see text).
























1805 120,600 53,179 69,421 1,6424,925122,600 125,525
1806 129,410 60,283 71,127 2,384 7,152 131,410 136,562
1807 138,500 59,644 81,856 2,0806,240 141,500 144,740
1808 56,990 12,997 46,993 370 1,111 59,990 58,101
1809 59,400 20,798 41,602 543 1,630 62,400 61,030
1810 85,400 24,391 64,009 1,3223,966 88,400 89,366
1811 53,400 16,023 40,377 1,4964,488 56,400 57,888
1812 77,030 8,495 71,535 586 1,759 80,030 78,789
1813 22,005 2,848 23,157 58 173 26,005 22,178
1814 12,965 145 15,820 1 3 15,965 12,968
1815 113,041 6,583 109,458 1,7592,277 116,041 85,357
1816 147,103 17,139 132,964 1,4494,346 150,103 151,449
1817 99,250 19,358 82,892 801 2,402 102,250 101,652
1818 121,750 19,427 105,323 1,7905,370 124,750 127,120
1819 87,125 19,166 70,959 2,1256,376 90,125 93,501
Total,1790—1819 2.323,428
1805—1819 Estimates:Col. 1—RSTUS, bc. cit., except for 1815 (see text) which is
Pitkin'sfigure (RSTUSfigure,$113,041,274).Cot. 2—RSTUS, bc. cit.Cot. 3—The same,
includes duty-free goods.Cob.4—ASPCN, Vol.it,pp.394 and 396.Col. 5—See text.
Cot. 6—The sum of cols. 2and 3 revised to take account of duty-free goods and of what
appearto be copying errors for 1812 and 1813 (see text).
they are recorded in the 1835 report except for 1815 (see below).
Columns 4 (1790—1804) and 6 (1805—19) present the revision of whole
imports to take account of the omission of duty-free goods and further
revisions for what appear to be copying errors for 1803, 1812, and 1813,
and to the fact that the Treasurer appears to have actually added a
different amount as an allowance for free goods, 1790—95, from the
stated allowance. Since they do not appear to be copying errors and
follow no systematic deviation from the stated allowance, it is assumed
that the Treasurer was making these allowances for sufficient reasons.
The allowance made for duty-free goods by the Treasurer was,
however, a mechanical one which can be improved upon. For 1805—19
there are data on duty-free goods re-exported;their value averaged
about $1 million a year.2' The Treasurer allowed $3 million during
21 ASFCN, Vol.II,p.394.
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most of these years. The use of a ratio of 3 to 1 as between all duty-free
imports and those re-exported would appear to give a more precise
indication of duty-free imports than applying a flat sum of $3 million
annually.22
The figure for 1815 requires separate attention.The Treasurer's
report says that the figure was obtained from Seybert's Statistical
Annals; he in turn obtained it from the first edition of Pitkin's Statistical
View. However, the figure quoted by the Treasurer is approximately
$20 million less than Pitkin's $133,041,274. The reason for the difference
appears to be that Pitkin's figure was for the calendar year 1815 while
the Treasurer's is for the fiscal year.The difference is significant
because the last quarter of 1814 when the war with England was still on
was characterized by very little trade while the last quarter of 1815 was
marked by a flood of imports of English manufactured goods. The
reduction of $20 million is certainly not sufficient. Probably the best
solution is that adopted by George Taylor in which he takes Pitkin's
estimate in the 1835 edition based upon a fiscal year.23 His figure of
$83,080,073 is the one used here.
One further thorny problem remains. Were imports valued at port of
entry or at port of origin? If the former, then the debit figure for
imports is too high since it includes the cost of transport and the great
bulk of the freight costs were paid to U.S. shippers.The generally
prevailing view has been that imports were valued c.i.f. (port of entry),
but a review of all the evidence suggests that the valuation was sub-
stantially under the c.i.f. value and somewhat more than the f.o.b.
value.
Duty-free goods were estimated by the Treasurer at $3 million from
1807—19, but this figure is considerably lower than that suggested by the
1819 Committee on Commerce and Manufactures which estimated an
average of $5 million. The implication was that duty-free goods were
valued even under port of origin valuation.
Only quantities of specific duty goods were recorded before 1821
and valuation was arrived at by assigning a price to each commodity.
If these prices were U.S. prices, then specific duty goods were valued
c.i.f.The Treasurer's report does not discuss the method of pricing.
After an examination of the detailed returns for 1791, Stern concludes
that the original valuation was that of port of origin and that the revised
figure in 1835 was 16 per cent higher and was accordingly at port of
22Toillustrate witha simpleexample, obviously duty-free imports would be greater in
1816withtotalimportsof$147 millionand duty-free re-exports ofapproximately$1.5
million than in 1814 when imports totaled $12 million and duty-free re-exports were
only $953.
23GeorgeTaylor, TheTransportation Revolution,1815—1860,Rinehart,1951, p. 200,
and Thomas Pitkin, A Statistical View of the Commerce of the United Stares, New Haven:
Durrie and Peck, 1835, p. 265.
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entry prices.24 Gallatin too expressed the view that estimates of imports
were higher than their port of shipment values25 On the other
George Taylor's review of the price weights used to value specific-duty
commodities by Pitkin in 1815, 1816, and 1817 leads him to the con-
clusion that the prices used were below those of New York and Phila-
delphia for those years indicating that the values would be below port
of entry valuation.26 While a comparison of the prices used by Pitkin
with contempprary prices does indicate some undervaluation, the
inadequacy of the data makes the comparison less than conclusive. The
conclusion best warranted by the evidence is that specific-duty goods
were valued somewhat under port of entry valuation but above port of
shipment valuation.
Ad valorem imports, as described above, were valued at 10 per cent
and 20 per cent above their foreign cost depending on whether they had
come from beyond the Cape of Good Hope or not.27 Though ad valorem
imports as a percentage of total imports varied widely from year to year,
they averaged about one-half the value of total imports. Since about
15 per cent of the value of ad valorem imports came from beyond the
Cape of Good Hope, the effective markup above the f.o.b. value was
on the average 1134 per cent. This is clearly not enough to cover total
costs of carriage which would probably be between 15 per cent and
20 per cent of the value.28
The general conclusion which emerges from this survey of the
valuation of the three classes of imports is that they were valued under
port of entry valuation but above port of shipment valuation. Such
a conclusion, of course, necessarily complicates the calculation of
shipping earnings which will be dealt with next.
SHIPPING EARNINGS
Between 1790 and 1819 the U.S. Merchant Marine carried about
85 per cent of U.S. imports and exports, and the credits were second
only to exports in our balance of payments. Indeed shipping earnings
were more important than any single commodity export.
There have been two general methods of calculating shipping earn-
ings. One is to calculate the earnings per ton and multiply by the gross
24WorthyP. Sterns, "The Beginnings of American Financial Independence." Journal
of Political Economy, Vol. vi, March 1898, p. 190.
ASFCN, Vol. i, p. 643.
26Taylor,Appendix B, p. 453.
27Pitkinstates that the Tariff Law of 1816 changed this method and thenceforth they
were valued at port of origin (1835 edition, p. 163). However, the Committee on Commerce
andManufacturesimplied that this markup continued (ASPCN, Vol. ii, pp. 394—395).
28 Actually that is a conservative estimate compared to Sterns ("Beginnings of American
Financial Independence," p. 191), who takes 20 per cent, and to some contemporaly
sources who took much higher figures. The reason for the lower estimate here is that
freight as a percentage of value on imports of finished goods was much lower than on
bulk exports.
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registered tonnage. The other is to calculate freight as a percentage of
value of imports and exports and determine earnings accordingly. In
general the second method is preferable for the United States because
of reasons which will be detailed below, but the character of the data
before 1819 requires the use of the first method. Table A—3 presents
the estimates.
TABLE A-3





























1790 336 91 48 $ 7.4 $—1.5 $ 5.9
1791 343 91 50 7.8 —1.6 6.2
1792 381 93 51 9.2 —1.8 7.4
1793 328 117 77 14.9 —3.0 11.9
1794 389 115 86 19.4 —3.9 15.5
1795 469 106 95 23.9 —4.8 19.0
1796 507 114 93 27.0 —5.4 21.6
1797 518 100 82 21.4 —4.3 17.1
1798 513 87 92 20.8 —4.2 16.6
1799 557 96 112 30.2 —6.0 24.2
1800 557 105 112 32.8 —6.6 26.2
1801 631 115 106 38.8 —7.8 31.0
1802 546 125 66 22.7 —4.5 18.2
1803 561 120 87 29.6 —5.9 23.7
1804 624 113 93 33.6 —6.7 26.9
1805 694 114 93 37.1 —7.4 29.7
1806 737 121 96 43.2 —8.6 34.6
1807 765 125 109 52.6 —10.5 42.1
1808 678 68 125 28.8 —5.8 23.0
1809 807 64 125 32.8 —6.6 26.2
1810 869 90 125 49.4 —9.9 39.5
1811 764 106 125 51.0 —10.2 40.8
1812 744 77 125 36.2 —7.2 29.0
1813 642 32 125 12.8 —2.6 10.2
1814 629 9 116 3.3 —0.7 2.6
1815 792 76 85 25.7 —5.1 20.6
1816 724 103 56 21.1 —4.2 16.9
1817 711 94 40S 13.5 —2.7 10.8
1818 590 109 63 20.4 —4.1 16.3
1819 561 120 19.0 —3.8 152
aInterpolationsbecauserate data is inadequate.
Col. 1:Explained in the text.Col. 2: Obtainedby dividing net tonnage capacity
(HistoricalStatistics, p. 216) into col. 1 and calculating upon a base of 1796—1800 =100.
Col. 3.Explained in the text.Col. 4: Col.1x col. 2 x col. 3 x$50.00.Col.5:
20per cent of col. 4.Col.6. Col. 4 —col.5.
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The first method calculates shipping earnings by multiplying the
earnings per ton by the gross registered tonnage in foreign trade. To
take into account variation in earnings per ton, a freight rate index is
employed; and to take into account variation in employment of ships,
an index of activity.Port costs, a reliable base year, accurate annual
registered tonnage figures, and a clear understanding of the valuation of
imports (whether f.o.b. or c.i.f.) must all be developed in order to
develop reliable estimates of shipping earnings.
Freight Rate Index
There are no continuous U.S. freight rates before 1815, and accord-
ingly the only available substitute is to employ a freight rate index based
upon other routes. The index used here consists of freights between the
Baltic and the United Kingdom on timber, grain, hemp, and tallow;
between the West Indies and the United Kingdom on sugar; and
between the East Indies and the United Kingdom on general cargo.
After 1811 it includes scattered U.S. rates and from 1815 on annual
U.S. rates on cotton.I weighted each trade route equally.
Such an index is a poor substitute for actual U.S. freight rate data.
While ocean freight rates generally moved together during this period,
the amplitude of the movement varied considerably between routes.
Moreover, freight rates during the Napoleonic wars were subject to
tremendous fluctuations. Finally, the series from East India is included
because its general movements paralleled those of other rates;the
monopoly position of the East India Company, however, dampened
its amplitude compared to the rates in competitive markets. There-
fore, this index can only be taken as a rough approximation of the
movements of U.S. freight rates.
There is no suitable freight rate index available for 1808—13. The
Napoleonic wars raised Baltic rates to tremendous heights. On the
other hand rates on the China trade actually fell and scattered rates
from other areas indicate some rise, but nothing like the Baltic figures
(which would dominate my unweighted index).Accordingly I have
simply estimated the freight rate index at 125 for the years which, while
it indicates a substantial rise, may not give due allowance to the rise in
U.S. rates. From 1814 onward an increasing number of U.S. rates
provides a more accurate picture of freight rates.
Activity Index
The earnings per ton for the base year obviously reflect how much
ships were being utilized during that year and since this varied sub-
stantially from year to year it would seriously affect earnings. Periods
of slack shipping, the embargo and the War of 1812 all would reduce
the degree of utilization and therefore make annual earning per ton less
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than for the base years. The activity index consists of the ratio of net
tonnage capacity of U.S. ships entered (U.S. ports) to gross registered
tonnage. This ratio is taken as a percentage of the base year ratio to
get an annual index of the degree of employment of shipping.
This index is subject to a number of criticisms.It really measures
entries into U.S. ports rather than actual shipping utilization and an
increase could merely reflect shorter voyages (such as a shift out of the
China trade to the West Indies trade) and vice versa. It takes no account
of tonnage entering in ballast which would vary from year to year. A
further criticism as far as annual shipping figures are concerned is that
the gross registered tonnage series (deflated for ghost tonnage to be
described below) is for calendar years while the net tonnage capacity
entered is for fiscal years ending September 30.
Port Costs
The expenses of U.S. ships in foreign ports obviously represent a
drain upon our international shipping earnings and must be taken into
account. Estimates by Giffin at a later time indicate that foreign port
costs were about 20 per cent of the earnings of sailing ships, and this is
accordingly the figure I have allowed.29
The port cost of foreign ships in U.S. ports would of course be a
credit item although since in most years foreign ships carried little more
than 15 per cent of imports it is not a large item. However, it should
just about counterbalance a debit item which arises from the "at sea"
valuation of imports. That is if imports are valued f.o.b. then credits on
imports in our ships are double counting whereas if they are measured
c.i.f. they are not. Since the measurement of imports appears to be in
between (as explained above) then some reduction in credit is necessary
in our shipping earnings.30
Ghost Tonnage
The registered tonnage figures as officially recorded are in substantial
error due to the fact that "ghost tonnage" was allowed to accumulate
on the records and was only removed at periodic intervals in lump sums.3'
This ghost tonnage consisted of ships which had been sunk, captured,
sold, or destroyed.This tonnage was cleared in 1800—1801 (197,000
tons), 1811 (approximately 200,000), and 181 8 (182,000 tons).32
Since this ghost tonnage had gradually accumulated and included all
Robert Giffin, Essaysin Finance, 2ndseries, London, George Bell and Sons, 1886,
p. 183.
Sincefreight as a percentage of value on imports was less than on exports because of
the relatively small bulk and high value of the former, I think this estimate is about correct.
31Historical Statistics of the United Slates, 1789—1945, Dept.of Commerce, 1949,
series K—10l, p. 208.
32ibid., p.19.
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vessels (not just those in foreign trade), it is necessary both to estimate
the amount cleared in foreign trade and to apportion the clearances
over the years since the previous clearance. The reduction of foreign
trade ghost tonnage has been calculated as the percentage that registered
tonnage (in foreign trade) was of total documented tonnage and comes
to approximately 120,000 tons in 1800—1801, 125,000 tons in 1811, and
110,000 tons in 1818.It has been assumed that this ghost tonnage
accumulated at an even rate since the last clearance and the adjustment
in the annual tonnage figures is calculated accordingly.
Base Period
The base employed is the estimate of Seybert (p. 281) that U.S. ships
were earning at least $50 a ton between 1796 and 1800. Seybert was a
careful investigator and his figure seems more reasonable than Sterns,
which is $60 a ton for the period Therefore,'both the
activity index and the freight rate index are calculated upon a 1796—
1800= 100.
The shortcomings of this method of calculating shipping earnings
should be evident. The activity index is at best a very rough indicator
of employment and the double counting on imports in U.S. ships is
difficult to remove accurately. However, the earnings per ton method
had to be used during this period rather than freight as a percentage of
value method because of the imprecise knowledge of export and
particularly import values, the lack of a suitable base for the percentage
method and of accurate export and import price data.
OTHER ITEMS
The other items in America's balance of payments during the period
will be treated in more summary fashion.Several of them can be no
more than informed guesses.
Sale of Ships
The construction and sale of ships abroad was a small but persistent
credit item in the U.S. balance of payments during this period. The
average price per ton used by Sterns ("Beginnings," p. 194) was $50.
While this figure appears reasonable for the latter years there is quite a
bit of evidence to indicate that the price was lower in earlier years and
accordingly $40 a ton is used before 1813.
Figures on tonnage sold are only available from 1813 on and
accordingly estimates from the earlier years must be arbitrary tc a
Sterns ("Beginnings of American Financial Independence") estimated this on the
basis of evidence (Annals, xvi Cong., 2d sess., p. 1642) that a ship earned $20 per ton on a
voyage to France and made three trips a year. However, contemporary reports indicate
that between two and three trips a year was the average (see Taylor, Appendix B).
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certain extent. The method used here was to calculate the ratio of
tonnage built to tonnage sold to foreigners, 1813—20 (about 1 to 5) and
apply that ratio to 1797—1812. There are not even annual figures on
tonnage built for 1790—96, and accordingly an allowance for these years
must be at best a guess based upon subsequent sales.34
Specie Movements
While Historical Statistics (p. 245) indicates that specie flows are
included in its trade statistics from 1790—1821 and derives its informa-
tion from earlier Commerce and Navigation reports, the original annual
reports contain no record of the movement of precious metals, and
Sterns (p. 193) believes that they were not so included. The stock in
1791 was estimated at $7 million and in 1820 at $20 million indicating
a net inflow during the period of $13 million.35 The ebb and flow of
specie during the intervening period has been apportioned according to
estimates of the stock for individual years during the intervening
period.36
Interest
This was a fairly significant debit item during this period reflecting
the continuous debtor position of the country. The interest upon our
foreign debt during the period is readily available and aggregates
approximately $17.5 million for the whole period.37However, the
interest upon the domestic federal debt held abroad, private long-term
and short-term debt held abroad cannot be estimated with any degree
of accuracy. I simply assumed an over-all rate of interest of 6 per cent
and calculated the interest charge upon the capital indebtedness of the
previous year.
MerchQndise Profits and Insurance
Brokers' commissions and marine insurance were clearly debit items
during this period which were for the most part in the hands of the
British. The British dominated the export trade of their goods and it
was not until after 1830 that U.S. importers played a large role in this
Sterns ("Beginnings of Financial Independence") uses the ratio of ships built to ships
sold for the years 1815—24 to calculate earnings in the years before 1815. (Estimates of
ships sold abroad for 1813—14 appear in MerchantMarine Statisticsfor 1936 without indi-
cating the original source. They are presumed accurate.) He makes no allowance for
years before 1797.
Sterns's "Beginnings of Financial Independence," p. 193, citing Tench Coxe (View of
the United States, p. 352) and Secretary Crawford (for the 1820 estimate) without giving an
original source.
36Schultzand Caine, pp. 120, 153, and 185, and Writings of Albert Ga/latin, Henry
Adams, ed., Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott, 1879, Vol. iii,pp.286 and 291.

















1790 20.2 —23.8 1.0 5.90.2 —1.0 —3.6 —1.1 61.1
1791 19.0 —30.5 2.0 6.20.2 —1.2 —3.7 —8.0 69.1
1792 20.8 —32.5 2.0 7.40.2 —1.3 —4.1 —7.5 76.6
1793 26.1 —32.6 2.0 11.90.2 —1.3 —4.6 1.7 74.9
1794 33.0 —36.0 2.5 15.50.3 —1.4 —4.5 9.4 66.1
1795 48.0 —71.3—1.5 19.00.3—2.9 —4.0—12.4 79.1
1796 67.1 —82.9—1.0 21.60.3 —3.3 —4.7 —2.9 82.6
1797 56.9 —77.4 0 17.10.5 —3.1 —5.0—11.0 93.6
1798 61.5 —70.6—1.0 16.60.4 —2.8 —5.6 —1.5 95.1
1799 78.7 —81.1 1.0 24.20.7 —3.2 —5.7 14.6 80.5
1800 71.0 —93.3 2.0 26.20.8 —3.7—4.8 —1.8 82.3
1801 94.1—113.4—1.0 31.01.0 —4.5—4.9 2.3 80.0
1802 72.5 —78.3 2.0 18.20.7 —3.1 —4.8 7.2 72.8
1803 55.8 —66.7 2.0 23.70.7 —2.7 —4.4 8.4 75.6
1804 77.7 —87.0 2.0 26.90.8 —3.5--4.5 12.4 63.2
1805 95.6—125.5—2.0 29.7 1.0—5.0 —3.8—10.0 73.2
1806101.5—136.6 2.0 34.61.0 —5.5 —4.4 —7.4 80.6
1807108.3—144.7—1.0 42.10.8 —5.8 —4.8 —5.1 85.7
1808 22.4 —58.1 3.0 23.00.3 —2.3 —5.1—16.8 102.5
1809 52.2 —61.0 2.0 26.20.7 —2.4 —6.1 11.6 90.9
1810 66.8 —89.4—2.0 39.5 1.0 —3.6—5.5 6.8 84.1
1811 61.3 —57.6—3.0 40.8 1.5 —2.3—5.0 35.4 48.7
1812 38.5 —78.8—4.0 29.00.7 —3.2 —2.9—20.7 69.4
181327.9 —22.3 1.0 10.22.8 —0.4 —4.2 15.0 54.4
1814 6.9 —13.0—3.0 2.60.8 —0.3 —3.3 —9.3 63.7
1815 52.6 —85.4 2.0 20.60.5 —1.7 —3.8—15.2 78.9
1816 81.9—151.4 1.0 16.9 1.2 —3.0 —4.7—58.1 117.0
1817 87.7—101.7 1.0 10.80.7 —2.0 —7.0—10.5 107.5
1818 93.3—127.6 1.0 16.30.8 —2.6 —6.4—25.2 102.7
1819 70.1 —93.5 1.0 15.20.6 —1.9 —6.2—14.7 87.4
Seethetext for the derivation of the data.
trade.U.S. exporters clearly earned some credits on the export trade
which would partially offset this debit and U.S. marine insurance
companies steadily expanded with the growth of the carrying trade.
Indeed my general impression is that the expansion of shipping induced
the growth of U.S. merchants and marine insurance so that despite
British dominance of their export trade this item becomes a smaller
debit.38 Accordingly, I estimated a debit of 4 per cent of the value of
imports from 1790—1812 and 2 per cent from 1813—19.
38SeeG. S. Callendar, p. 138.
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Miscellaneousand Capital Account
The items here include payments to Barbary Pirates, the Louisiana
Purchase, and debt default.The first item came to approximately
$2 million and was paid between 1795—97. The purchase of Louisiana
in 1803 was $11.2 million.
Debt default was a substantial item between 1816—19. Any estimate
must be a guess. The best contemporary observer, Hezekial Niles, put
it at $100 million.39 George Taylor (p. 201) thinks this figure may be a
little high and allows $70 million.I used Niles's original figure because
in terms of our aggregate indebtedness I feel that whatever overstate-
ment may exist counterbalances two items for which no allowance was
made in the annual flows. One is that there was sizable immigration
between 18 15—19, and using the allowance of $75 per capita gives us a
credit of over $8 million. The other item is that in the period after the
second war with England a flood of imported goods were being dumped
on the U.S. market at prices below their customhouse valuation and
therefore the debit on imports is probably somewhat too large.4° Niles
said in 1820 that this default had occurred in the last five years, but it
would seem reasonable to have most of it occur during the crisis of
18 18—19. Accordingly, I apportioned it $20 million a year in 1816 and
1817, and $30 million in 1818 and 1819.
Table A—4 presents the annual balance of payments and cumulative
foreign indebtedness from 1790 to 1819.
APPENDIX B
The Estimation of the United States Balance of
Payments, 1820—1860
MERCHANDISE TRADE
The overwhelming importance of merchandise trade during this
period makes accurate import and export values essential to calculating
a balance of payments. The data available are far better than for the
earlier period since after 1820 the total value of all imports was ascer-
tained regardless of their duty status.However, as the following
description makes clear, the export and import figures do leave some-
thing to be desired and for imports some allowance must be made for
the inadequacy of the figures.
Niles Register, September 16, 1820, p. 40.




As a result of an act of 1820 comprehensive foreign trade statistics
were gathered for the first time. For exports the sworn manifests of
owners and shippers of cargo (required before the vessel could be
cleared) were collected by customs authorities.Manifests were sup-
posed to show the actual cost or the goods' value at port and time of
shipment. Generally the export values appear to be fairly accurate. A
comparison of the unit value of cotton exports and the price of cotton
in the New York market, 1820—60, reveals no consistent or significant
difference between them. Of course, credits earned in the international
accounts did not always equal these figures (customs valuation) plus
transfer charges.For example the Report of the Secretary of the
Treasury for 1851 (p. 11) cites the immense losses upon cotton shipments
resulting from European sales prices being far below customhouse
valuations.
There is also likely to have been some consistent undervaluation
although it is impossible to ascertain its importance. In a historical
review of our foreign commerce, the Secretary of the Treasury in 1863
said "It is, moreover, established beyond doubt that there are large
deficiencies in the report of outward cargoes, particularly at the Port of
New York. There being no outward inspection, and clearance being
always given on the oath of the shipper or agent, a degree of inaccuracy
has grown up, which is mainly the consequence of haste. Undervalua-
tion and imperfect schedules of cargo occur where no intent to evade
the law exists, particularly as no questions of revenue are involved."4'
How significant the problem was is difficult to estimate, however it does
not appear to be too important. While our exports were probably
somewhat undervalued it is unlikely to have been very significant.
Also since overland exports were not counted, it is important to
ascertain their importance. The Andrews Report makes clear that
railroads were unimportant in carrying the goods to Canada during the
period, and accordingly no allowance was made for this omission.42
Imports
Imports present an entirely different problem and one which cannot
be dismissed as of little consequence.After 1820 the value of all
imports had to be ascertained at the customhouse regardless of whether
they were subject to ad valorem or specific duties or were free goods.
41Statistics of the Foreign and DomesticCommerce of the United States Communicated
bytheSecretaryof theTreasuryin Answer to a Resolutionof the Senate of the United States,
March12, 1863, 1864,p.41.
4232dCong., 2dsess., Exec. Doc. 136, 1853,PP.376—377. Thediscrepancy between our
recordedexports to Canada and their recorded imports from the United States in this
period is in evidence even before the railroads existed and is probably to be explained by
differences in recorded origins and destinations.
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Therefore, for the first time, we have complete import statistics.
Imports were valued at the port of foreign embarcation except that from
1820—32 10 per cent and 20 per cent were added to ad valorem duty
goods coming from this side or beyond the Cape of Good Hope.43
While the import figures were comprehensive in coverage, their
accuracy was a subject of extensive contemporary debate. The under-
valuation of ad valorem duty imports could be and frequently was
profitable.The debate became more acrimonious after the Walker
Tariff of 1846 was enacted.It all duties upon an ad valorem
basis and reduced the penalties for undervaluation.Free trade en-
thusiasts were supporters of ad valorem type duties, protectionists of
specific duties.The former minimized the extent of undervaluation
while the latter made it out to be a practice which was of tremendous
magnitude.It is difficult to find anyone, even an official, who was
neutral in this controversy and who might have offered more balanced
judgment.
Certainly undervaluation was a persistent fact during the entire
period of this study. The practice of sending two invoices, one for the
customs and the other exhibiting the "true value," was widespread. In
1849 the Secretary of the Treasury sent a circular to all customs districts
inquiring (among other things) about undervaluation of merchandise
and the effect of the abolition of specific duties. The replies of the
collector of each district are printed in the Secretary's annual report
(pp. 850—9 12) and offer convincing evidence of the widespread nature of
the practice. Ezra Seaman, an ardent protectionist, estimated under-
valuation at 6 per cent.44 The statistical study of our foreign commerce
presented to the Senate in 1864 compares the British declared real values
of exports to the United States with our declared imports from Britain.
Making allowances for the differences between calendar and fiscal years
and for specie, the British figures are less than the U.S. figures by about
$185 million between Clearly this method of comparison
cannot be used because the different figures indicate differences in
origins and destinations. There were some relatively minor errors which
led to overvaluation of the total such as the inclusion of some of the
products of U.S. fisheries, guano imports from U.S. islands, and Maine
goods shipped through a Canadian port as U.S. imports.46
In summary the value of imports, 1820—32, is probably approximately
correct since the 10 per cent and 20 per cent additions on ad valorem
The Tariff Act of 1832 repealed the provision (see R. E. Smith, CustomsValuation in
theUnited States, Chicago University Press, 1948, p. 77).In 1842, for a period of two
months, home valuation was substituted for foreign valuation.
Hunt's Merchants' Magazine, December 1857.
Statistics of the Foreign and Domestic Commerce, I864,p. 37.
46 See the Reportof the Director of the Bureau of Statistics on the Imports of the United
States, 1868.
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duty goods would probably compensate for undervaluation and for the
official valuation of the British pound at $4.44 during this period.
Between 1832 and 1846 a small allowance should be made for under-
valuation on ad valorem goods and between 1846 and 1860 a larger
allowance must be made because of the abolition of specific duties and
the shift to ad valorem duties.I have allowed 2 per cent of the value of
total imports, 1832—46, and 4 per cent, 1846—60. Seaman's figure of
6 per cent representing as it does the view of an ardent protectionist is
not only probably an overstatement but does not allow for the over-
valuation cited above.
Table B—l presents the trade figures, net trade balance, the specie
exports and imports and net specie balance and the trade and specie
balance.
SHIPPING EARNINGS
For 1790—1819, shipping earnings were estimated by calculating the
earnings per ton in U.S. ships. This method was used, not only because
the data lend themselves to this method rather than the freight-divided-
by-value method, but also because during that period U.S. ships received
a large share of their earnings carrying cargo between foreign ports as a
result of the Napoleonic War. As a result a substantial percentage of
the earnings were not on U.S. exports and imports. Had shipping
earnings depended primarily on our export trade they would have been
only a small fraction of the amounts indicated above.
However, with the resumption of peace in Europe and the expansion
of the cotton trade, U.S. ships were becoming more fully occupied in
the U.S. export and import trade. Gross registered tonnage increased
very moderately, 1815—45, while the volume of exports increased at a
much more rapid rate.47 Since the percentage of exports carried in U.S.
ships declined only slightly and increased efficiency could not possibly
have made up the difference, the clear implication is that U.S. ships
became increasingly occupied with our trade. Accordingly, calculating
shipping earnings on the basis of earnings by U.S. ships in our export
trade less that of foreign ships in our import trade with an allowance
Actually when this gross registered tonnage is deflated for ghost tonnage, the increase
appears even more moderate.
Col.1: Historical Statistics, Seriesm—51. Col.2: ibid., Seriesm—54.1832—45,2per cent
of the value given in the source is added for undervaluation of ad valorem imports; 1846—60,
4 per cent is added for the same reason. Col.3: Col.1 —col.2.Co/s.4 and 5: Col.4 is
from HistoricalStatistics, Seriesm—45 + m-.48; cot. 5, Series m—46 + m—49. The figures
there were taken from official statistics in ForeignCommerce and Navigation of the United
Si'ates, 1912,p. 43. In the light of Oskar Morganstern's research into the validity of such
statistics for the period after 1900 (TheValidity of International Gold Movement Statistics,
PrincetonUniversity Press, 1955), it is certainly likely that the figures for this early period
also contain some degree of error.Col.6:Cot. 4 —col.5.Co!. 7:Col. 3 + col. 6.
604a Includes specie.
TABLE B-i
Merchandise Trade and Specie Balance, 1820—1860
(thousands of dollars)
















































































































































































































































































































































1860 333,576367,760—34,18466,546 8,550 57,996 23,812BALANCE OF PAYMENTS
for earnings of U.S. ships between foreign ports (and an estimate for
port costs) becomes a more accurate method of estimating our shipping
credit during this period.48
Earnings on exports were calculated from the aggregate freight earned
on each major commodity export. The commodities covered are cotton,
tobacco, rice, wheat, flour, naval stores, and ashes.In each case a
weighted annual freight rate was obtained and multiplied by the quant-
ity exported.The weighting is both by the movement of the rate
throughout the year on a commodity route (weighted by the volume
shipped at each rate) and by the different rates prevailing for different
routes of the same commodity (weighted by the volume shipped on each
route).For example, for cotton the rate fluctuated during the year
necessitating calculating a weighted rate from the amounts shipped at
various rates. Also cotton was shipped from the northeast (New York,
Baltimore, and Philadelphia), the southeast (Richmond, Charleston,
and Savannah), and the Gulf (Mobile, New Orleans, and Galveston) to
both the United Kingdom and the Continent. A rate on each major
route was obtained and weighted by the volume shipped on that route.49
The same method was employed with each commodity although the
coverage of routes was never so complete as it was for cotton. However,
I think that it is safe to say that the resulting annual summation of
earnings on the seven commodities is accurate except for 1820—25 and
1835—39. During these years there were some freights missing, and the
freight rate was estimated by multiplying the rate for 1830 times the
export freight rate index (1830 base)5° for each of the missing years.
The resulting deviation from actual earnings is unlikely to be significant.
Table B—2, column 1, presents these earnings.
In order to get total U.S. earnings on exports it is necessary to obtain
earnings on other exports and to obtain the amount earned in U.S.
ships. While these seven commodities represent a high percentage of
the value of U.S. exports, it is their volume which is significant as far as
earnings are concerned. However, because our exports were mostly
bulky raw materials during this period, it also represents a substantial
share of the volume of exports as well. Using stowage factors to convert
48Theamount of research which has gone into this section has resulted in rather
voluminous findings. The difficulty here is in summarizing the results in relatively brief
form. Accordingly, I have, for the most part, simply described the process by which the
estimates were calculated and omitted many of the tables and detailed calculations. They
are available, and much of the research will be published in the studies mentioned above.
Actually I took three ports of origin (New York, Charleston, and New Orleans) and
two ports of destination (Liverpool and Le Havre) and assumed their rates applied to the
other ports for that area. The six resulting routes were weighted by the volume shipped on
each route.
The missing freights were tobacco, 1820; naval stores, 1820 and 1821; flour, 1820—24;
wheat, 1820—25 and 1835—39; and ashes, 1820—21. The freight rate index on U.S. exports
was calculated from 1815—1913 and is weighted by the volume on each commodity route.






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































4U.S. BALANCE OF PAYMENTS, 1790-1860
them into volume of shipping space occupied, they accounted for 46 per
cent of tonnage cleared from 1821—30, 37 per cent from 1831—40, 36 per
cent from 1841—50, and 27 per cent from 1851—60, after allowance for
the amount carried in foreign bottoms. When allowance is made for
ballast and other uses of shipping space it represents a high percentage.
To get aggregate earnings, the percentage of total value on these ex-
ports which was freight was calculated and this percentage was applied
to all exports in U.S. ships. Since 5 per cent primage was a standard
addition, it was added to the percentage. Table B—2, cols. 2 and 3,
presents these percentages.
This generalization of freight divided by value on the seven com-
modities to apply to the total value of exports is subject to the possible
criticism that the commodity routes not covered might significantly
alter the percentage. Specifically higher percentages than these figures
would come from longer hauls (like the China trade) and bulky low
value commodities (like the timber trade). Lower percentages would
come from shorter hauls (like the West Indies trade) and high value
goods (such as manufactures).
However, the extent of the coverage and the counteracting influence
of the goods and routes excluded suggests that they would exert little
change. As a check, aggregate earnings were calculated for 1830, a
year when rates on many commodity routes were available, on a far
larger number of commodities than the seven used here. When com-
pared to the value of the exports covered, the result came out within
one-half of one percentage point of the figure arrived at from generaliz-
ing the percentage on the seven commodities. One modification must
be made for the 1850's. The value of goods shipped in U.S. vessels
included specie.It becomes such a significant item from 185 1—60 that
I deducted specie exports in U.S. ships from the total value of exports in
U.S. ships for this period. While this somewhat understates earnings,
since specie exports did earn some freight, it is nevertheless far more
accurate than leaving them in.
The earnings of U.S. ships between foreign ports, while considerably
diminished from the years when the continental system and the British
and French blockades gave the U.S. merchant marine a large share of
the ocean-carrying trade, nevertheless were a significant increment to
Co/s.1—4: Explainedin the text.Col.5: Includesspecie up to and including 1850, and
thereafter the per cent of export in U.S. ships was applied to total specie and included in the
value series upon which col. 5 was calculated. Col.6.Calculated as 25 per cent of col. 5.
Co!.7: Cot.5 —6.cot.Co/s. 8—10: Explained in the text.Col. 11: Col. 10 times the
valueofimports in foreign ships, Historical Statistics, Series Co!. 12: Calculated
as 25 per cent of col. 11.Col. 13: Foreign port changes of U.S. ships were taken as 20 per
cent of total earnings (col. 7), which comes to the same amounts as the calculation for
U.S. ship earnings on the carrying trade (col. 6).Therefore net U.S. shipping earnings
equal the sum of cols. 7 and 12 less the sum of cots. 6 and 11.
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earnings in our export trade. It is impossible to say precisely how much
it was but Worthy Sterns estimates it at 20 per cent of earnings.5' This
estimate is a reasonable one, although it certainly varied from year to
year.I therefore estimated aggregate earnings in U.S. ships as five-
fourths of earnings on exports in U.S. ships. Table B—2, cols. 5,6,and 7,
presents annual earnings on exports in U.S. ships and total earnings
of U.S. ships.
Imports in foreign ships are a debit item. Although very small in the
early years, they grow appreciably larger in the last decade fore-
shadowing the radical shift in position which took place in the carrying
trade in succeeding decade. Freights on imports were less as a percent-
age of value than on exports because a large share of them were high
value goods with relatively little bulk.Ships were seldom filled with
cargo coming to the United States, and it was primarily the immigrant
trade which made voyages to the U.S. profitable on the westward part
of the trip.
Freight rate data are not nearly as complete for imports, and it is not
possible to aggregate earnings in the same fashion. Instead, an import
freight rate index and an import price index have been used to calculate
the changing percentage that freight was of the value of imports.
The freight rate index (Table B—2, col. 8) was made up from a com-
bination of sources. From 1820—30 it is based upon the movement of
freight rates from Antwerp to New York.52 From 1830—49 there are
only scattered rates available, and I simply interpolated the rates
between the years for which I have data using as a guide the movement
of rates on other routes.It is during the last eleven years that earnings
in foreign ships become important and there are fairly good rates
available for this period. They are from England to the United States
and cover a fairly wide variety of cargoes. In addition the Antwerp to
New York rates also cover this period.53
The import price index used (col. 9) is an unweighted combination of
price indexes on imported commodities to Philadelphia, Charleston, and
New Orleans, Neither the price index nor the freight rate
51WorthyP. Sterns, "The Foreign Trade of the United States from 1820 to 1840,"
Journalof the Political Economy, December1899, p. 53.Sterns arrives at this figure by
calculating that only three-quarters of our tonnage was needed in our export—import
trade and therefore, with an allowance for underestimation, calculates 20 per cent is free for
trade between foreign countries.
52PaulScholler, "L'évolution séculaire des taux de fret et d'assurance maritimes,"
1819—1940; Louvain, 1'Institut de Récherches Economiques et Sociales, Bulletin, Vol. 17,
August 1951.
In making up the index, 1849—60, rates on fine goods and dry goods were weighted 60
per cent, iron and rails 30 per cent, and the Antwerp rates 10 per cent. "ArthurCole, WholesaleCommodity Prices in the United States, 1800—1860, Harvard
University Press, 1938, pp. 148, 165, 167, 175, and 178. The Philadelphia series is an
unweighted index.The Charleston and New Orleans indexes are weighted, and the
weighting used emphasizes the bulk commodities (coffee, sugar, and iron) and therefore
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index is ideal, but since the magnitudes are small the error is not serious.
Moreover the base calculation for 1859 is on a fairly broad coverage of
rates, and during this last decade when the magnitudes are of some
importance the debit earnings are probably rather accurate.
The base in 1859 was calculated from the freight earned on imports
of sugar, molasses, coffee, iron and steel, rails, coal, cotton cloth, linen,
and woolens.It covered 47 per cent of the value of imports and the
percentage of value on this total which was freight was 8 per cent.
(Another estimate was made for 1849 on the basis of commodities which
were 39 per cent of total imports and the resulting percentage was very
close to that arrived at from the freight rate and import price index
using the 1859 base.) Table B—2, cols. 8—11, presents the freight rate
index, import price index, the freight as a percentage of value using
the 1859 figure of 8 per cent as a base, and the earnings of foreign ships
in our import trade.
There remain only port costs to estimate.In accordance with the
reasoning explained in the earlier section of this study, they are estimated
at 20 per cent of earnings. Since ships earned comparatively less on the
import trade it follows that port charges would be a somewhat higher
percentage of earnings than on the export trade. Accordingly I esti-
mated the port charges of foreign ships in U.S. ports at 25 per cent of
their earnings (col. 12) and the final net credit item on U.S. shipping
earnings (col. 13).
IMMIGRANTS' FUNDS, REMITTANCES, AND TOURIST EXPENDITURES
Immigrants' Funds
The funds brought in by immigrants became an increasingly import-
ant part of the balance of payments in the nineteenth century. While the
sums brought in during the first years of the century are not of great
consequence, the number of immigrants increased until it assumed
gigantic proportions in the last two decades before the Civil War.
Three countries (Great Britain, Ireland, and Germany) contributed the
overwhelming preponderance of immigrant population during the
period of this study. The average economic well-being of the immi-
grants differed substantially by nationality and appears to have varied
somewhat over time.
Contemporary estimates varied widely. As early as 1830 Cobbett
calculated that £3 million was going from England to America, which
when calculated in per capita terms (there were approximately 23,000
alien arrivals that year including all nationalities) would have been a
more nearly approximates an ideal index which would be weighted by volume rather than
by value. The indexes were converted to a common base of 1830.
611BALANCE OF PAYMENTS
tremendous figure.55 Wakefield cites a figure as low as £5percapita in
1832.56More precise knowledge of the sums carried by German
emigrants is to be found in German statistics and are between $90 and
$100 per capita for the most part.57All the contemporary material
supports the view that Germans were relatively prosperous immigrants
in the later period. On the other hand, Irish immigrants were almost
penniless.It was this contrast in well-being which could lead Com-
missioner Kapp to estimate a figure as high as $ [00 per capita, and the
New York assembly committee investigating tenement houses to con-
clude that most immigrants were penniless or at best had $30_$40.58 In
1856 the Commissioners of Emigration in New York examined every
entering immigrant and the average amount per capita was $68.08.
However, Commissioner Kapp concluded that widespread conceal-
ment of the actual amount of funds made this figure far too small, and
Commissioner Kennedy in his 1858 report concluded that the figure
might be twice that amount. However, the German statistics do not
support such a conclusion, since the average amount of even the most
prosperous immigrant nationality probably did not exceed $100 per
capita.
Clearly an estimate of per capita immigrant funds must take into
account the difference in funds of the Irish and the Germans, since the
volume of immigrants from these two countries varied substantially
from year to year.Accordingly, I estimated German immigrants at
$100 per capita, Irish immigrants at $25 per capita, and others (including
English) at $75percapita, Before 1840 1 used a figure of
$75percapita for all nationalities, for there is a good deal of descriptive
contemporary evidence that indicates that earlier Irish immigration was
not as poor or the German as rich then as later.6° The relatively high
average figure of $75 is used because itis clear that many of these
immigrants were settlers with some capital.6'
The breakdown of occupations of immigrants also supports this
position. In contrast to the 1845—60 period when laborers were between
Citedin i-IisroricalAspectsof the l,n,nh,'raiion Problem, Selected Docw,zenis, Edith
Abbott,ed., University of Chicago Press, 1926, p. 74.
Cited in ibid., p. 257.
Frederick Kapp, and nw Onn,nissioners of Em/ration oftheS/ate of
New York, TheNation's Press, 1870, cited Germanstatisticsof cash carried by emigrants,
per capita, asfollows:1840—49, from Badcn—$98; 1845—57, from Bavaria—$94;1853,
fromBrunswick—$96; and 1855—58, from Württernberg—$76--$3 18.
Other estimates include a figure of $80 byDavidWellsand$68 byEdwardYoung,
I-ha/or lea! Aspectsofthe immigration Probk,n, p. 381.
StanleyJohnson (AHistory of Enugratwn from tile United Kingdomto North America,
London,Routledge, 1913,p. 309)cohcludesthatthe $68 figure is too low for English
emigration.
M.L. Hansen, The AtlanticMigration, 1607—1860,Harvard University Press, 1940,
p. 121.
81Thefigure of $75 is also that given in the contemporary FinancialRegister of the
United States, Vol.i,p. 59.
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27 to 47 per cent of the stated occupations, they were seldom above
15 per cent before 1835, and merchants, professional people, and
skilled labor made up a larger share.62
Bullock, Williams, and Tucker use a figure of $50, which is certainly
too low in the light of the evidence of the New York Commissioners of
Emigration and of the voluminous descriptive accounts of immigration.
Moreover they made a curious error which has been copied on the
numerous occasions where their figures have been cited.63 They cal-
culated approximately 550,000 immigrants, 1821—37, which they multi-
plied by $20 rather than $50, giving them a credit on immigrants of
SI I million when even in their own terms it should have been two and a
half times that figure.
Immigrants' funds are what immigrants had in their possession when
they arrived in this country.However, an additional credit not in-
cluded in shipping earnings is the passage fare of immigrants on U.S.
ships, and between half and two-thirds came this way. I assumed that
60 per cent of the immigrants paid their fares to U.S. shipping com-
panies.64 Between 1790 and 1860 steerage rates, which were paid by
most of the entering immigrants, declined substantially.Passage is
quoted as costing £7 from London to New York on U.S. packets in
1826. This rate is substantially above the Irish rate for the same years
of £4 lOs.65 By the 1850's, passage rates had declined and the 4'shipping
andcommerciallist" quoted rates varied from a low of £2 5s. in 1851
to over £5 in the spring of 1853 for steerage passage from Liverpool to
New York.66 The rates from the Continent were somewhat higher and
available quotations from Bremen in the 1850's were between £3 15s.
and £8.
To weigh properly the small proportion of immigrants who traveled
first class as well as to take into account the increasing proportion who
came from the Continent (and therefore counteracted the decline in
fares) I assumed a uniform figure throughout of $25. Since I assumed
that 60 per cent came in U.S. ships, the result is a figure of $15 per
capita added to what immigrants brought with them, or $90, 1815—40,
and a varying sum according to nationality, 1840—60. The figures are
presented in Table B—3, cols. 1—4.
62Thesefigures mustbe used with cautionsince they include returning U.S. touris(sin
thepercentages and these would naturally come from the well-to-do.However, even
discounting for this, the changing composition of occupations remains significant in
this respect.
See, forexample,Historical Statistics,p. 237, and Taylor, p. 202.
In 1849, for example, 134,657 immigrants entering New York out of a total of 224,393
came in U.S. ships (Annual Reports of the Commissioners of Emigration of the State of New
York,1861, p. 289).
85HistoricalAspects of the Immigration Problem, pp. 64 and 72.
Actuallysteerage rates moved similarly to ocean freight rates and were basically











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Immigrants'remittances became a fairly important debit item only in
1851—60, although their importance was to increase substantially in the
later years of the nineteenth century.Remittances were mainly for
support of relations and friends abroad or to provide passage money to
bring them to this country. For the period of this study there are some
partial figures for remittances to the United Kingdom collected from
banks and mercantile houses there and published inthe British
ParliamentaryPapers.67 Whilethey cover both the United States and
British North America, the amount from Canada would do little more
than make up for unrecorded remittances from the United States.
As shown in Chart B—I, the interesting aspect of these remittances is
that the annual value of remittances moved in almost every detail with
the number of immigrants threeyears earlier. Themost obvious hypo-
thesis t.o explain this relationship is that it took immigrants three years
to save sufficient money to pay the passage of friends and relatives and
that remittances during the period of this study went mostly for passage
money and not for continuous support of people remaining in the old
country. When remittances are divided into the immigration of three
years before, the per capita figure shows quite a bit of variation with the
low point reached with the depression of 1857. Remittances before 1847
were not very significant because the first great surge in immigration
began in the mid-forties. However, I applied the average per capita
figure for the period covered tothe immigration for the third
year before the year for which I calculated remittances to the United
Kingdom. Allowance must also be made for remittances to other
67 ParliamentaiyPapers of Great Britain, London, 1880, Vol. LXXVI, pp. 8 and 16.
co/s. 1—4.Theimmigration figures cmployed in the dcvclopmcnt of these figures are
fromHisiorkal Statistics, SeriesB—304, B—307, and B—) 10. For 1820—39, 2 percent was
subtracted to allow for tourists. For I 840—60, 1 per cent of total immigration was removed
from the remainder of immigration when Irish and German immigration was removed.
Per capita immigrants' funds were estimated as follows:1816—39—490;1840—60—
German, $115; Irish, $40; all other, $90. The estimates include ship fare paid to U.S.
shipping.
Co/s. 5—7: The immigration figures employed in the development of these figures are
from 1-Jistorical Statistics, Series B—305—B—307. 5:Remittances from the Unitcd
States to Great Britain and Ireland, 1848—87 are given in Parliamentary Papers of Great
Britain, 1888, Vol. 107, p. 18, from which the figures for 1848—60 were derived. The figures
for 1823—47, inclusive, were derived by averaging per capita remittances where the immi-
gration of the third year before was divided into each annual remittance total for 1844—61
for immigration and 1847—64 for remittances. (For the purpose of this calculation remit-
tances in 1847 were taken as $974,000.) The average per capita remittance, $28.08 for
1820—34 and $28.49 for 1835—48, was applied to immigration from England and Ireland,
1820—45, and the result recorded for each year three years after the immigration year.
Col. 6—Calculated with a $20.00 per capita remittance, and the series advanced three years.
Col. 7—Assumed to be $150,000 for 1820, 1821, and 1822.





















U.S. BALANCEOF PAYMENTS, 1790-1860
CHARTB-I
Immigrants from Great Britain and Ireland Graphed with a Three-
year Lag Against Remittances from America to Great Britain and
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1847 '48'49'50'51'52'53'54'55'56'57'58'59'60'61'62'63'64
Source: Immigration, Historical Statistics, Series B 306—307; total remittances, Parliamentary
Papers, Sess: 1888, Vol. 107, p. 18.
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countries and particularly Germany. There is no way of knowing
whether the same relationship existed or not, since I know of no series
on remittances to Germany during this period. German immigrants
were better off, and it is doubtful if the need for passage money was as
desperate as it was with the Irish.However, many German families
were poor, and a lag between arrival and remittances certainly existed.
For lack of other information, I assumed the same lag, but estimated a
smaller per capita figure because the need was less pressing, allowing
$20 per capita lagged three years. Table B—3, cots. 5—7, presents the
estimates for remittances to the United Kingdom, to other countries,
and the total.°8
TouristExpenditures
Tourist expenditures become a significant debit item during this
period particularly in the last two decades. While there are no figures
on tourists per se there are figures on U.S. citizens returning to this
country, although they undoubtedly are somewhat low since they do
not include U.S. citizens who remained abroad. Even more tenuous is
the amount that tourists spent per capita. Since they usually traveled
in U.S. ships, our figure need cover only what they spent abroad.
Bullock, Williams, and Tucker (p. 220) quoted Kettell in Eighty Years
Progress to the effect that the average expenditure abroad was $1,200.
David Wells (p. xxxi) estimated it at $1,000. However, Simon's careful
investigation suggests that such per capita estimates are exaggerated.
I have been guided by his research and have reduced the figure to $750
per capita.6° I have taken the returning passengers to the United States
and allowed a 3 per cent addition for those remaining abroad.
Before 1856 transient aliens were not separated from immigrants in
our statistics of arrivals. A comparison made from 1856—66 indicates
that U.S. immigrants composed 98.5 per cent of the total, and the
official figure for the period is that foreign nonimmigrant aliens made
up 2 per cent of total alien arrivals.70 However, Simon's investigation
indicates that an actual breakdown of these nonimmigrant aliens shows
that many of them were migratory laborers or immigrants in transit
elsewhere, and that only one-fourth were actual tourists. I assumed that
these nontourists would be fewer in my period or half the total non-
immigrant aliens, 1840—60. This isI per cent of immigrants. Before
68 Simon arrwes at approximately the same per capita remittance figures for the early
period of his study using different evidence from that advanced here, which tends to lend
support to these per capita figures.
69 This figure is somewhat higher than Simon's for the 1860's. In the 1840's and 1850's
the shift from sail to steam was still going on, and I think European travel lasted longer
and was more of a luxury than during his period.
7° InternationalMigrations, Vol.U, Interpretations, Walter F. Wilicox, ed., National
Bureau of Economic Research, 1931, Appendix ii, "Critique of Official United States
Immigration Statistics," by Marian Davis, p. 648.
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1840 1 think the 2 per cent tourist figure is probably justified since
proportionately tourists would be a greater percentage of alien arrivals
then. At that time foreigners usually came on U.S. ships, and hotel
expenses and other tourist costs were higher here than abroad, and so I
allowed the higher per capita figure of $1,000tocover their dollar
expenditures. The figures are presented in Table B—3, cols. 8—10.
INTEREST
While the declared rate of interest on U.S. indebtedness is, for the
most part, ascertainable, the actual rate paid may have been significantly
different. There is no way that I know of solving this problem precisely.
My method was to use the declared rate primarily as a guide, modifying
it to reflect descriptive accounts of the period.
With exceptions to be noted below, I used a general rate of per
cent of aggregate indebtedness, 1820—48. This rate is based upon the
interest on public debt (federal, state, and city) as revealed in the 1843
investigation of public debt.7' The declared annual interest on $279
million of public debt was $14.8 million or approximately 5.3 per cent.
This is somewhat higher than the rate upon state debts, which comprised
the bulk of foreign public securities, since much more of that was at
5 per cent than at 6 per cent. However, I have raised the over-all rate
to 5.5 per cent to take account of the higher rate paid upon private
securities. For 1837, 1838, and 1840, 1 allowed only 4 per cent to take
account of the depressions. For 1841 44, 1 allowed an interest rate of
3 per cent to take into account default on almost half of the debt. For
1845—47, with Pennsylvania arid then Maryland renewing interest pay-
ments I allowed a rate of 4 per cent, or interest on approximately two-
thirds of the debt. With the changing composition of indebtedness from
1848 on, I increased the rate to 6 per cent, 1848—51, and 6.5 per cent
after 1851. The coupon rate on railroad bonds was typically 7 per cent,
and such bonds were an increasing percentage of aggregate indebtedness
in the 1850's. For the panic years 1857—58 1 reduced the rate to 4 per
cent again. The interest rate used and the annual interest charge paid
to foreigners is presented in Table B—4.
OTHER ITEMS
S/up Sales
The sale of ships is a small but persistent credit item.Following
Bullock, Williams, and Tucker (p. 218) I estimated the price at $50 per
ton. Actually this probably understates earnings from 1837—57 because
of higher prices of building materials and brisk foreign demand.72 But
Report on State Debts, 27th Cong.,3d sess., HR. 296,1843.
72 HistoricalStatistics, Series L—1O (Snyder—Tucker index of buildingmaterials),p. 232.
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TABLE B-4











































































































































Col. I:Explained in the text.Col. 2:Calculated from the cumulative balance in
Table B—5.
the difference in earnings resulting from estimating at $55 or even $60
for a few years is too small to be significant.
Debt Default
The default of U.S. capital indebtedness in the 1840's was a significant
item which cannot be estimated accurately. The losses to foreigners
include not only repudiation by Mississippi, Florida, and Michigan
(partial), but also the collapse of the United States Bank.In 1841,
197,551 shares in the bank were heldinEurope.73In addition there
wereforeignholdings of securities in railroads, banks, and private
canal companies which went bankrupt. The London Times (April 7,
1854) estimated that foreign investors lost $40 million, but the welt-
known bias of that journal against U.S. securities makes the estimate
"Leland Jenks, The Migration of British Capital to 1875, Knopf, 1927, p. 95, quoting
Hazardiii,282.
620TABLE B—5
Balance of Payments of the United States, 1820—1860
(millions of dollars)
Col. 1: Table B—I, col. 7.Cvi. 2: Table B—2, col. 13.
Cvi. 4: Table B—3, col. 4.Col. 5: Table B—3, ccl. 7.
Table B—4, coL 2.Cvi. 9.Initial figure and allowances for debt default and expenditures
and indemnities resulting from the Mexican War and the Gadsden Purchase are explained
inthe text.
Trade Immig-
andFreight Iminig-rant Interest Cumula-
FiscalSpecieEarn-ShiprantRemit-Tourist on Net live
YearBalanceingsSalesFundslancesBalanceBalanceBalanceBalance




















































































































































































































































































































































































































10.Cvi. 7:BALANCE OF PAYMENTS
likely to be extravagant. I allowed $24 million, divided equally between
1841 and 1842.
Mexican War and Gadsden Purchase
A final item is the expenditures and indemnities resulting from the
Mexican War. The indemnities paid were $5.5 million in 1849, $4.3
million in 1850, $3.4 million in 1851, and $3.2 million in 1852. There
was an additional sum spent in Mexico during the campaign. Bullock,
Williams, and Tucker (p. 220) allowed a total of $25 million to cover
both the indemnities and foreign expenditures. However, they only
allow for the first indemnity which makes their figure for expenditures
almost $20 million.I have allowed $8 million in 1847 and $8 million in
1848 for a total of $16 million expenditure in Mexico. We paid Mexico
an additional $7 million in 1854 for the Gadsden Purchase.
Table B—5 presents the balance of payments and B—12 the foreign
capital indebtedness of the United States, 1820—60.
APPENDIX C
Direct Estimates of United States Foreign
Indebtedness, 1790—1860
Table C—i presents stock estimates of U.S. indebtedness for particular
years. It is certainly not comprehensive, but the best I have come across.
I have omitted some like Ezra Seaman's which are really crude balance
of payments statements, and others which upon investigation were
obviously uninformed (and usually highly prejudiced) guesses.74 The
estimates seldom include direct investment and none of them take into
account U.S. foreign investment during this period. Appendix C is
designed to set forth information about the wide variation in quality of
these figures.
Blodget gave no source for his figures on private indebtedness
although he cited official sources for the public securities. Moreover he
did not include foreign debt (which accounts for the difference between
his figure and that of Cleona Lewis). However, his estimate is probably
a rather careful contemporary one and merits consideration.
Cleona Lewis arrives at an aggregate estimate of $75 million in 1803
(p. 152) by allowing $23 million for short-term debt. While no source is
cited, this is a reasonable estimate based upon Callendar's discussion
(see Appendix A). While far from ideal these two estimates are the best
available bench marks of foreign indebtedness for the early period.
Ezra Seaman,Progress of Nations, Baker and Scribners, 1846, pp. 266—269, and
Hunt's Merchants' Magazine, December 1857.
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TABLE C-i





1803 43 16 59 Blodget
1803 52 52 23 75Lewis
1818 25 Seybert
1821 30 Niles Register
(824 38 Niles Register
1836 50 Webster
1836 85—100 London Morning Chronicle
1837 200 N.Y. State Comptroller
1837 60 Jenks
1838 1(0 Niles Register
1839 125 75 200 85 285Callendar
1843 150 S UnitedStates Congress
1843 197 28 225Lewis
1851 225 New York Ti,nes
1852 300 London Times
1853 121 63 184 United States Congress
1853 159 63 222 Winslow and Lanier Co.
1853 225 155 380Lewis
1854 230 Marie andKanz
1856 203 United States Treasury
1857 500 London Times
1857 300 AmericanRailroad Journal
1857 250 150 400Seaman
1857 155 Lewis
For the exact citations of the sources, see the text and the text footnotes.
Seybert's figure for 1818 (P. 757) is only for the U.S. public debt and
does not include the other items (particularly short-term. mercantile
debt) which were so important in increasing aggregate indebtedness
during the years after the 2nd War with England.
The two quotations from Ni/esRegisterin the 1820's are rather
characteristic of published statements of the amounts of U.S.securities
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believed held in England.75 Neither statement, however, provides any
basis for careful evaluation.
The rapid increase in our foreign indebtedness in the 1830's occasioned
widespread comment on both sides of the Atlantic. Webster's statement
came in a Senate speech of May 31, 1836, in which he commented upon
the effect of foreign capital upon the American economy and said "I
suppose there may be fifty millions of state securities now owned in
Europe." The following year (1837) the Comptroller of the State of
New York estimated total securities indebtedness at $200 million. This
was criticized in the AnnualCircular ofMarie and Kanz, Continental
brokers, as being $50 million too high on the grounds that state debts
only amounted to $123 million that year.7°
in 1838 testimony was given to the House of Representatives to the
effect that $110 million in securities were held abroad. This was an
itemized breakdown by states and private securities.77 This figure is
somewhat low in the light of other estimates of individual holdings of
these stocks.78
The 1839 estimate of Callendar assumes that $125 million or a little
more than half of state debts of $232 million was held abroad.79 His
private security holdings are based on an estimate of $27 million of
U.S. bank stock, allowance for the Cambden and Amboy railroad
stock, plus the individual private securities listed in the 1838 testimony
to Congress. His allowance for short-term debt of $80—90 million is
based upon English sources.
The mercantile debt was discussed in several English sources. The
quotation from the London Morning Chronicle of March 22, 1837, is as
follows, "More than one of the leading houses of this [the U.S.] trade
has now upward of £3,000,000 acceptances in circulation. In November
last [1836] the acceptances of the firms in the American trade at
Liverpool and in London amounted to about £20,000,000, but they
are now reduced to about £12,000,000 and .this has to be borne by
about 6 or 7 houses; for although there are, of course, many more
engaged in commerce with America, the others are comparatively of
80
Niles Register, 1821, Vol. 20,p. 273 (quoted from an English source), and 1824,
Vol. 26,p. 248 (converted frompounds at $4.44). C.K. Hobson (The Export of Capital.
London,1914, p. 105)citesa contemporary English source to the effect that between 1816
and 1825 England imported £9 million of U.S. securities.
76Webster,Works,Vol.4, p. 261. The estimate of short-term indebtedness for the
same year, 1836, appeared in the March 22, 1837, issue of the LondonMorning Chronicle.
Ni/es Register, 1838, Vol. 54, p..322.
See Jenks, ch. iu,note31, p. 86, whichquotes fromthe EdinburghReview. Helists
several directinvestments aswell as security holdings.Callendar (p. 48) also itemizes
larger foreign holdings of private securities.
GuyS. Callendar, English ('api/al and American Resources, Ph.D.thesis, Harvard,
1897.
Quoted inNi/esRegister,Vol.52,p. 132.
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The Edinburgh Review (Vol. 65, p. 235) listed the outstanding accept-
ances of three houses for 1834—37 as 1834, £2,354,000; 1835, £2,044,000;
1836, £3,721,000; and 1837, £5,573,000; and (p. 231) estimated accept-
ances of the seven major houses in 1835—36 at £15—16 million.
Actually the range of estimates for this period of heavy capital inflow
(1836—39) is rather narrow. The contemporary sources all discuss a
heavy capital inflow in 1835—37, a pause with the panic of that year, and
then a renewed inflow in 1838—39. For 1837—38 the two figures of $110
and $200 million in securities are both clearly extreme figures, and the
estimate of Marie and Kanz of $150 million is probably rather close.
The 1839 figure of Callendar's of approximately $200 million in securities
is also certainly not far off.The short-term estimates are the most
complete of any during the whole period.
In 1843 a Congressional investigation of public debt put the total
figure at $279 million of which state liabilities were $231 million.8' The
same source estimated that $150 million of this debt was held abroad.
Considering the earlier analyses of foreign holdings of public debt this
figure is probably rather accurate. Cleona Lewis (pp. 520—521) adds
another $47 million for foreign holdings of private securities based upon
the earlier analysis of foreign holdings.82 A further estimate of short-
term debt as one-third of the 1836 figure, or $28 million, rounds out the
total estimate of $225 million presented for 1843. She concludes that
any inflation of the securities figure as a result of repudiation is probably
compensated by an understatement of the short-term debt.
While the direct estimates of U.S. indebtedness in the 1830's are
reasonably consistent with each other, the range of estimates in the next
period of capital inflow, the 1850's, varies widely and has been respon-
sible for widely divergent views of the importance of foreign capital in
the United States.The estimates presented in. Table C—I from the
New York Times (November 25, 1851) and the London Times (September
10, 1857) for 1851 and 1852 are indicative of the extravagant published
accounts of U.S. securities held abroad.
The best bench mark for the period is the 1853 investigation into
foreign security holdings.83 This was a detailed investigation of the
amount of securities built up from tabulation of foreign holdings of
U.S., state, municipal, and private companies. Its coverage of private
holdings included 985 banks, 75 insurance companies, 244 railroads,
16 canal and navigation companies, and 15 miscellaneous companies.
The difference between the figure of Congress and that of Winslow
and Lanier, quoted in the same document, is in the amount of state
8127thCong.,3d sess., H.R. 296,March 1843. However, the figure includes Florida and
Mississippidebts which were repudiated.
82 She includes U.S. Bank holdings despite the fact that it had finally closed its door$
bythen.
33dCong., 1st sess., S. Exec. Doc. 42, March 2, 1853.
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stocks. The figures of the private firm include the repudiated debt of
Mississippi and Michigan (although not that of the territory of Florida).
Therefore if the Congressional figure is too low the figure for the private
firm is too high. On the other hand the securities figure of $63 million
appears somewhat low.84 On balance the total of Winslow and Lanier
of $222 million appears reasonable. Even the LondonTimes(April 7,
1854) in the course of severely criticizing the Congressional estimate for
not including repudiated debts goes on to say, "The total of all kinds of
United States Securities abroad may therefore be assumed to be little
short of £45,000,000."
Cleona Lewis (p. 560)takesthe figure of $225millionfor security
indebtedness (based on Winslow and Lanier estimate) and adapts a
short-term figure of $155 million derived from 1857. She says that any
difference between 1853and1857 would be made up by direct invest-
ment. However, art examination of the source of this estimate does not
support such a view. The estimate is contained in a footnote and is a
passage of a letter from Hayward to Gladstone on November 27, 1857,
which reads as follows: "The Commercial panic in London has abated;
but Kirkman Hodgson told me that the Americans owed us £32,000,000
on the balance, much of which would never be paid. Peabody was very
hard run having £800,000 to pay on one day. The crisis was chiefly due
to overtrading of the Americans, and became so severe that the govern-
ment suspended for a time the Bank Charter of 1844."85 The clear
implication is that short-term debt piled up during the speculation of
1856—57 and that it was considerably less in prior years.In short a
figure of $155millionshort-term debt and thereby $380 million aggre-
gate debt in 1853 appears too high.
The 1854 figure of Marie and Kanz, continental brokers (quoted in
the American Railroad Journal, 1855, p. 55) mentions no source but is
probably based upon the 1853 study.
The. 1856 figure of the Secretary of the Treasury in his Report on
Finances gives no sources for the itemized breakdown, but a comparison
of the figures show three differences. The 1856 statement gives a figure
of $15 million in U.S. stock held by foreigners compared to $27 million
in the earlier study, the 1856 figures for railroads is $73,871,000 in bonds
and $9,000,000 in stocks (360 railroads reporting) compared with
$43,888,752 in bonds and $8,244,025 in stocks (244 companies reporting)
for the earlier figure.Clearly all but these three figures were copied
from the earlier report.In commenting on these figures the American
Railroad Journal (1857, p. 666) points out, "It is right to add that all the
84TheAmericanRaifroad Journal (1856)credits the Germans (who predominated during
the early years of this capital inflow) with purchasing $42 million in securities, 1848—51,
the bulk of them in railroads. The Banker'sMagazine inLondon estimates as much as
$90 million in railroad securities was held abroad (Vol. 13, p. 693, and Vol. 14, pp. 601—608).
J. L. M. Curry, ABrief Sketch of George Peabody,1898, p. 8.
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returns were not obtained, but making the most liberal allowance for
absent accounts it may be fairly inferred the entire amount of stock held
in Europe does not exceed $300,000,000.
The LondonTimes (September10,1857) conjectured that U.S.
securities held abroad totaled £80 to 100 million. This figure is clearly
too high, but it has provided a basis for some of the views of U.S.
foreign indebtedness during this period of capital inflow.
The estimate of Ezra Seaman in Hunt's Merchants' Magazine (Decem-
ber 1857, p. 664) is on top of a rough balance of payments estimate in
which he has an aggregate indebtedness of $393.5 million in 1857. He
goes on to say that U.S. debt was certainly not $450million,maybe
$425 million, but at least $400 miLlion. He considered that over one-
third of it was mercantile debt and almost two-thirds securities indebted-
ness which accounts for the figures of $150 million and $250 million
respectively. Cleona Lewis's (p. 522) estimate of short-term indebted-
ness in 1857 at $155 million was discussed above.
627